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SBC Illinois’ economic expert, Dr. John Haring, addresses this issue in more detail in his 

rebuttal testimony. 

Q. Have CLECs deployed loops to buildings in Illinois with less than %50,000 in telecom 

spend? 

Yes ,  and to quite a few locations. On Attachment RLS-8, I show several locations in 

Illinois to which at least one CLEC has built loop facilities that have an annual telecom 

spend of $50,000 or less. The loop deployment information displayed on this Attachment 

is from CLEC discovery responses and shows that CLECs have deployed high-capacity 

loops to about 90 buildings in the state with less than $50,000 in annual telecom spend. 

This data indicates to me that CLECs can and do deploy their own loop facilities at the 

$50,000 telecom spend level. 

A. 

Attachment RLS-8 also shows the roughly 120 locations in Illinois to which at least one 

CLEC has built loop facilities that have an annual telecom spend of $150,000 or less (Le., 

Staffs recommended threshold.) This shows that $150,000 is too high because many, 

many CLECs deploy loops to buildings with an annual telecom spend level well below 

$1 50.000. 

Q. 

A. 

Are there other reasons why you disagree with a $150,000 telecom spend threshold? 

Yes. Even if the Commission were to find that the threshold revenue had to be sufficient 

to support more than one carrier (and it should not), $150,000 would still be too high for 

several reasons. First, the loop deployment costs identified by Mr. Wardin are over- 
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stated because he assumed that a CLEC deploys conduit on it own. In fact, CLECs 

commonly cooperate in constructing conduit into a building. As Mr. Giovannucci 

explains, “AT&T often engages in joint builds with other CLECs in order to share the 

high fixed costs of construction.” (lines 184-185.) Attached as Attachment RLS-9 are 

two engineering drawings showing that AT&T, MCI, XO and Looking Glass are joint 

owners of conduits into buildings at 150 S. Wacker and 100 S. Wacker. Second, Mr. 

Wardin’s TELRIC study included the cost of constructing conduit, so the assumption was 

that the CLEC would bear the cost of constructing its own conduit. In fact, CLECs can 

readily obtain conduit from SBC Illinois at very cheap rates. 

Third, as Mr. Sanders testifies at lines 613-614 of his direct, a large portion of the capital 

costs are attributable to electronics that are re-deployable. Because those assets can be 

redeployed, it is easier for a CLEC to economically justify deployment of loop facilities 

to a building. Fourth, the cambridge study calculates that a CLEC would need about 

$44,000 in annual revenues to cover the $130,000 cost of loop deployment. Mr. 

Wardin’s Illinois-specific TELRIC study shows that the real TELRIC cost of loop 

deployment is $60,500 -not $130,000. Accordingly, a CLEC would require far less than 

the $44,000 in annual revenue that the Cambridge study calculates to justify loop 

deployment. Finally, SBC Illinois’ analysis of the economics of loop deployment did not 

consider the fact that CLECs benefit in other ways from loop deployment, e.g., saving on 

access charges they would otherwise pay the incumbent for access to the local network. 

Discovery responses received from both ***BEGIN HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL*** 

******************END HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL*** reveal that those carriers 
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consider and give great weight to access charge saving in determining whether to deploy 

loop facilities to a location. 

Please provide more information about the loop deployment criteria used by 

CLECs. 

A. Attachments RLS-10 and RLS-11 are documents from ***BEGIN HIGHLY 

CONFIDENTIAL*******hh*X********X*XX*hhXX***hX********X****XXXXX**IC** 

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

. . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . . .  

*** END HIGHLY CONFIDENTIAL*** 
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Can you please clarify how the Cambridge study and Mr. Wardin's TELFUC study 

relate to each other and to SBC Illinois' potential deployment case? 

SBC Illinois introduced the Cambridge not for the cost component, but primarily because 

it showed a conservative calculation of the amount of revenue a CLEC needs to justify 

loop deployment. The Cambridge study, of course, also has an estimate of the costs of 

loop deployment, which is in the neighborhood of $130,000. Mr. Wardin testifies that 

the TELRIC costs of deploying a lateral are roughly $60,500. This establishes two 

points: 1) it introduces Illinois-specific costs; and 2) it shows that the costs estimate in the 

Cambridge study (which was for an entire loop - not just for a lateral) was on the high 

side." 

Q. 

A. 

Q. Mr. Staranczak (line 328) testifies that there are 100 locations that satisfy Staffs 

criteria. Have you attempted to verify that number? 

Yes, and I find that the number of locations that satisfy Staffs criteria is actually 357. I 

have identified these locations on Attachment RLS-12. Each of these locations has over 

$150,000 in "telecom spend' and is within 300 feet of two alternative providers' facilities 

or is within 300 feet of one alternative providers' facilities and are already served by one 

alternative provider. 

A. 

Q. Have you been able to determine why Staff came up with 100 Locations? 
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Apparently, there was some confusion with the data request responses submitted by SBC 

Illinois. In data request GS 1.03(e), Staff asked SBC Illinois to identify the number of 

locations that have over $100,000 in "telecom spend" and are within 300 feet of two 

alternative providers' facilities or are within 300 feet of one alternative providers' 

facilities and are already served by one alternative provider. SBC Illinois provided its 

response in two separate spreadsheets and stated this clearly in its response (one 

spreadsheet to address buildings within 300 feet of two fiber facilities, the other to 

address the buildings within 300 feet of one fiber facility and already served by another 

carrier.) It appears that Staff did not look at both spreadsheets and this accounts for the 

discrepancy. 

A. 

Q. Does Staff recommend that the Commission make a finding of non-impairment at 

all the locations on its list? 

A. Mr. Staranczak stops just short of this because he acknowledges that some CLECs may 

yet produce credible evidence that loop deployment cannot happen at specific locations 

on the list. (lines 333-339.) While I agree that this is theoretically possible, no CLEC 

has done so yet. If a CLEC produces such evidence in its rebuttal testimony, SBC Illinois 

will do its best to respond to that evidence, but of couse that evidence should have been 

produced in direct testimony. 

A loop is the facility from the central office to the customer premises. A lateral is the much shorter piece from the 11 
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Q. 

A. 

Do you present other scenarios of potential outcomes? 

Yes. While SBC Illinois strongly believes that its proposal most reasonably implements 

the FCC’s potential deployment rules, I recognize that it would be helpful to the 

Commission to see how many buildings would be included on a potential deployment list 

if some of the threshold criteria were changed. To that end, I present the number of 

buildings that would be included in a non-impairment finding under four separate 

scenarios. I have already discussed the first two scenarios, i.e., the SBC Illinois proposal 

(Attachment RLS-6) and the Staff proposal (Attachment RLS-12.) 

The next two scenarios are variants on the Staff proposal that are created by reducing the 

telecom spend threshold to $100,000 (Attachment RLS-13) and then further reducing the 

telecom spend threshold to $50,000 (Attachment RLS-14.) For each of these additional 

scenarios, all buildings are within 300 feet of two CLEC backbone fibers 

The results of these four scenarios are as follows: 

# of Providers Within 300 feet Telecom Spend Result 

1 $50,000 653 

2 $50,000 627 

2 $100,000 436 

2 $150,000 357 

fiber in the street to the customer premises. Mr. Wardin used an average length of 500 feet, a number 



914 

915 

916 

917 

918 

919 

920 

92 1 

922 

923 

924 

925 

926 

927 

928 

929 

930 

93 1 

932 

933 

Q. 

A. 

Q. 

ICC Docket No. 03-0596 
SBC Illinois Ex. 2.1 Sparks (Loops) PUBLIC 

Page 44 

How do you respond to the CLEC’s argument that the potential deployment 

analysis must be location specific? 

SBC Illinois’ potential deployment analysis is “location specific.” We selected specific 

locations, and we addressed the factors that the FCC directs state commissions to 

consider. The critical facts that show potential deployment at these locations - such as 

the existence of nearby competitive fiber, the fact that competing providers have already 

deployed loops to some of these locations (or to locations in the same fiber corridor), the 

level of annual telecommunications spending of at least $50,000 - are the same for all of 

those locations, and we said so in our direct testimony. Mr. Ball is apparently suggesting 

that a “location specific” analysis requires us to repeat the same facts over and over 

again, 653 times: e.g “location number 653, like location numbers 1 through 652, is 

located in a densely served area within 300 feet of competitive fiber, and has a 

telecommunications spend of at least $50,000.” Nothing in the FCC Rule requires such a 

wasteful presentation; the CLECs are simply trying to add “make work” and needless 

complexity to the case. 

How do you respond to Mr. Ball’s comment (pp. 44-46) that 300 feet is too far away 

from existing CLEC fiber backbones and that SBC Illinois should have analyzed 

whether CLECs have accessible splice points within 300 feet of a building? 

AT&T refers to as “very short”. Joint CLEC Ex. 1 .O, Attachment B, n. 3 
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As I mentioned above, AT&T elsewhere acknowledges that a 500 foot loop is “very 

short” (Joint CLEC Ex. 1.0, Attachment B, n. 3), so I don’t believe that MI. Ball can 

seriously contend here that a 300 foot loop is too long. I also disagree with his claim that 

SBC Illinois must analyze CLECs networks for accessible splice points. MI. Sander 

testifies that it is a reasonable and customary practice to design fiber facilities to have 

many access points in order to minimize future expense and to maximize customer 

response time. The Commission can comfortably rely on this evidence. If the Joint 

CLECs have specific information about special conditions in their networks that create a 

problem with access points, they should have presented “factually based concrete 

evidence”, as Staff suggests. They did not. 

A. 

Q. Does SBC Illinois’ TELRIC study assume that conduit is available, as Mr. Ball 

asserts at pp. 44-46? 

MI. Wardin’s TELRIC study included the cost of constructing conduit, so the assumption 

was that the CLEC would construct its own. There was no assumption that the CLEC 

could obtain conduit from SBC Illinois, but if SBC Illinois has conduit available it can be 

leased at very cheap rates. As Mr. Sander explains, SBC Illinois currently leases about 

3,000,000 feet of conduit. 

A. 

Q. How do you respond to Mr. Anderson’s comment that CLECs will not build loops 

without an existing order from the end user (p. ll)? 

I don’t know whether that is true or not, but even if it is I don’t see that as a barrier to 

loop deployment. Mr. Sander testifies in his rebuttal that, barring no problems on the 

A. 



957 

958 

959 

960 

96 1 

962 

963 

964 

965 

966 

967 

968 

969 

970 

97 1 

972 

973 

974 

975 

976 

977 

978 

979 

ICC Docket No. 03-0596 
SBC Illinois Ex. 2.1 Sparks (Loops) PUBLIC 

Page 46 

customer end, a fiber lateral can be constructed to a building within 300 feet of a fiber 

backbone within 90 days or less and there is no reason why enterprise customers cannot 

sign contracts for telecommunications services more than 90 days in advance. 

Q. Do you have any comments on Mr. Gordon’s claim that the lack of deployment to a 

location suggests that there are barriers to deployment (p. 12)? 

His observation is at odds with the fundamental nature of the FCC’s potential deployment 

analysis. If, as he suggests, lack of actual deployment precludes a finding of non- 

impairment, then there would be no reason for a potential deployment analysis. Under 

Mr. Gordon’s approach, ILECs would only be entitled to a finding of non-impairment in 

those cases where CLECs had actually deployed loop facilities and the FCC’s potential 

deployment rules would be rendered null and void. Mr. Gordon cannot re-write the 

FCC’s rules in this fashion. 

A. 

IV. OTHER ISSUES 

A. TRANSITION 

Mr. Ball (pp. 54-57) proposes a three-year transition for loops for which there is no 

impairment. Mr. Anderson (p. 16) proposes 12 months. What is your position? 

If the Commission determines that the FCC’s trigger tests and potential deployment 

analysis establish that there is no impairment at a location, then the finding should be 

effective from the date of the order. Mr. Ball argues that CLECs have long-term 

contracts and cannot absorb any increase from current UNE rates. This assumes a lot, 

Le., that there are in fact long term contracts and that CLECs would no longer be 

Q. 

A. 
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profitable at those locations without UNE pricing. There is no basis for the Commission 

to make that conclusion, and even if there were it would not justify the continued 

existence of UNE pricing for a network element that Commission has found is no longer 

subject to an unbundling requirement. Mr. Anderson asks for additional time to 

negotiate new prices or to make arrangements with other carriers. SBC Illinois should 

not bear the burden of providing discount pricing while CLECs make these arrangements 

because it removes any incentives to make them quickly. Of course, it will take the 

Company time to revise any applicable tariffs and, more importantly, to amend its 

relevant interconnection agreements. 

B. PROCEDURAL PROPOSALS 

Q. Mr. Anderson proposes a “data verification” process (p. 15.) What is your 

response? 

Mr. Anderson may be onto something here, but it is probably more appropriate for any 

future TRO hearings. The evidentiary phase of this proceeding is almost over, and it is 

somewhat late to be discussing changing the process. For future proceedings, SBC 

Illinois would be willing to consider options for streamlining the data gathering and 

analysis. 

A. 

V. CONCLUSION 

Q. Please summarize you testimony. 

A. SBC Illinois presents a tightly focused case limited to non-impairment determinations at 

133 locations for the self-provisioning trigger, 89 locations for the wholesale trigger, and 
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653 locations in downtown Chicago and Oak Brook for the potential deployment 

analysis. While the FCC’s rules permit SBC Illinois to request a far more wide-ranging 

inquiry, SBC Illinois made a deliberate decision to limit the case so that the Commission 

so the parties could reasonably collect the required data and perform the required analysis 

in the limited time available. 

SBC Illinois relied primarily on evidence produced by CLECs themselves in the course 

of discovery, but also presented evidence gleaned from SBC Illinois’ files, and obtained 

from third party industry sources. This evidence shows that when the FCC’s rules for 

making non-impairment determinations for DSl, DS3 and dark fiber loops are applied in 

a straight-forward fashion, SBC Illinois is entitled to a finding of non-impairment at all of 

the locations requested. 

Does this conclude your testimony? 

Yes. 
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105 
107 
108 
109 
11 0 
111 
112 
113 
114 
115 
116 
117 
118 
119 
120 
121 
122 
123 
124 
125 
126 
127 
128 
129 
130 
131 
132 
133 
134 
135 
136 
137 
138 

CHCGILWB 
CHCGILWB 
CHCGILWB 
CHCGILWX 
CHMPILCP 
DWGVILDG 
DWGVILDG 
EGVGILEG 
EGVGILEG 
EGVGILEG 
EMHRILET 
HFESILWL 
LBRDILLM 
LVPKILRN 
NBRKILNB 
NBRKILNB 
NBRKILNB 
OKBRILOA 
OKBRILOA 
OKBRILOA 
OKBRILOA 
OKBRILOA 
OKBRILOA 
OKBRILOA 
OKBRILOA 
PRRGILXL 
PRRGILXL 
PRRGILXL 
RCFRILRT 
SCBGILCO 
SCBGILCO 
SCBGILCO 
SCBGILRS 
SPFDILES 

717 SWELLS ST 
725 SWELLS ST 
85 W CONGRESS PKWY 
53 W JACKSON BLVD 
304 S RANDOLPH (217) ST 
501 63RD ST 
801 WARRENVILLE RD 
1701 GOLF RD 
2425 BUSSE RD 
3820 GOLF RD 
1808 SWIFT DR 
1325 JONES RD 
20 N MAIN ST 
9934 N ALPINE RD 
2305 SANDERS RD 
3200 ARNOLD LN 
450 LAKE COOK RD 
1 OAKBROOK TERRACE 
1000 COMMERCE DR 
11 11 W 22ND ST 
2115 BUTTERFIELD RD 
2809 BUTTERFIELD RD 
3003 BUTTERFIELD RD 
800 JORIE BLVD 
810 JORIE BLVD 
36 S FAIRVIEW AVE 
8550 W BRYN MAWR AVE 
8755 W HlGGlNS RD 
216 N MAIN ST 
1400 AMERICAN LN 
231 N MARTINGALE RD 
425 N MARTINGALE RD 
1299 E ALGONQUIN RD 
1 W OLD STATE CAPITOL PLZ 

139 
140 

CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHAMPAIGN 
DOWNERS GROVE 
LISLE 
ROLLING MEADOWS 
ELK GROVE VILLAGE 
ROLLING MEADOWS 
OAK BROOK 
HOFFMAN ESTATES 
LOMBARD 
MACHESNEY PARK 
NORTHBROOK 
NORTHBROOK 
DEERFIELD 
OAKBROOK TERRACE 
OAK BROOK 
OAK BROOK 
OAK BROOK 
OAK BROOK 
OAK BROOK 
OAK BROOK 
OAK BROOK 
PARK RIDGE 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
ROCKFORD 
SCHAUMBURG 
SCHAUMBURG 
SCHAUMBURG 
SCHAUMBURG 
SPRINGFIELD 

SPFDILES 620 S 5TH ST SPRINGFIELD 
WLNGILWG 540 ALLENDALE DR WHEELING 
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2 BNSVILBV 
3 CHCGILCA 
4 CHCGILCA 
5 CHCGILCL 
6 CHCGILCL 
7 CHCGILCL 
8 CHCGILCL 
9 CHCGILCL 
10 CHCGILCL 
11 CHCGILCL 
12 CHCGILCL 
13 CHCGILCL 
14 CHCGILCL 
16 CHCGILCL 
17 CHCGILCL 
18 CHCGILCL 
19 CHCGILCL 
21 CHCGILFR 
22 CHCGILFR 
23 CHCGILFR 
24 CHCGILFR 
25 CHCGILFR 
26 CHCGILFR 
27 CHCGILFR 
28 CHCGILFR 
29 CHCGILFR 
30 CHCGILFR 
31 CHCGILFR 
32 CHCGILFR 
33 CHCGILFR 
34 CHCGILFR 
35 CHCGILFR 
36 CHCGILFR 
37 CHCGILFR 
38 CHCGILFR 
39 CHCGILFR 
40 CHCGILFR 
41 CHCGILFR 
42 CHCGILFR 
43 CHCGILFR 
44 CHCGILFR 
45 CHCGILFR 
46 CHCGILFR 
47 CHCGILFR 
48 CHCGILFR 
50 CHCGILFR 
51 CHCGILFR 

2 PIERCE PL 
1 BANK ONE PLZ 
350 E CERMAK RD 
10 S RIVERSIDE PLZ 
10 S WACKER DR 
11 1 N CANAL ST 
120 S RIVERSIDE PLZ 
125 S WACKER DR 
2 N RIVERSIDE PLZ 
200 S WACKER DR 
222 S RIVERSIDE PLZ 
233 S WACKER DR 
30 S WACKER DR 
525 W MONROE ST 
550 W JACKSON BLVD 
555 W ADAMS ST 
600 W MADISON ST 
1 N FRANKLIN ST 
1 N STATE ST 
1 N WACKER DR 
1 S WACKER DR 
100 S WACKER DR 
135 S LA SALLE ST 
140 S DEAREORN ST 
150 N MICHIGAN AVE 
181 W MADISON ST 
190 S LA SALLE ST 
20 N WACKER DR 
200 N LA SALLE ST 
200 W ADAMS ST 
200 W MADISON ST 
208 S LA SALLE ST 
209 S LA SALLE ST 
221 N LA SALLE ST 
222 W ADAMS ST 
225 W WACKER DR 
225 W WASHINGTON ST 
227 W MONROE ST 
230 S LA SALLE ST 
230 W MONROE ST 
30 N LA SALLE ST 
33 N DEARBORN ST 
33 N LA SALLE ST 
33 W MONROE ST 
333 W WACKER DR 
55 E MONROE ST 
55 W MONROE ST 

ITASCA 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
CHICAGO 
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53 CHCGILFR 77 W WACKER DR CHICAGO 
54 CHCGlLlD 330 N WABASH AVE CHICAGO 
55 CHCGlLlD 51 5 N STATE ST CHICAGO 
56 CHCGILLR 130 E RANDOLPH ST CHICAGO 
57 CHCGILLR 155 N MICHIGAN AVE CHICAGO 
58 CHCGILLR 180 N STETSON AVE CHICAGO 
59 CHCGILLR 205 N MICHIGAN AVE CHICAGO 
60 CHCGILLR 225 N MICHIGAN AVE CHICAGO 
61 CHCGILLR 303 E WACKER DR CHICAGO 
62 CHCGILSU 630 N MCCLURG CT CHICAGO 
63 CHCGILWE 11 1 W JACKSON BLVD CHICAGO 
64 CHCGILWE 141 W JACKSON BLVD CHICAGO 
65 CHCGILWE 175 W JACKSON BLVD CHICAGO 
66 CHCGILWB 216 W JACKSON BLVD CHICAGO 
67 CHCGILWB 223 W JACKSON BLVD CHIC AGO 
68 CHCGILWB 300 S WACKER DR CHICAGO 
69 CHCGILWB 31 1 S L"IACKER DR CHICAGO 
70 CHCGILWB 400 S LA SALLE ST CHICAGO 
71 CHCGILWE 401 S LA SALLE ST CHICAGO 
72 CHCGILWB 440 S LA SALLE ST CHICAGO 
73 CHCGILWB 520 S FEDERAL ST CHICAGO 
74 CHCGILWB 547 W JACKSON BLVD CHICAGO 
75 CHCGILWB 555 W JACKSON BLVD CHICAGO 
76 CHCGILWE 600 S FEDERAL ST CHICAGO 
78 CHCGILWE 85 W CONGRESS PKWY CHICAGO 
79 DWGVILDG 801 WARRENVILLE RD LISLE 
80 EGVGILEG 1701 GOLF RD ROLLING MEADOWS 
81 HFESILWL 1325 JONES RD HOFFMAN ESTATES 
82 LBRDILLM 20 N MAIN ST LOMBARD 
83 NBRKILNB 2305 SANDERS RD NORTHBROOK 
84 NBRKILNB 3200 ARNOLD LN NORTHBROOK 
85 NBRKILNB 450 LAKE COOK RD DEERFIELD 
86 No-Match 1 OAKBROOK TERRACE OAKBROOK TERRACE 
87 OKBRILOA 1000 COMMERCE DR OAK BROOK 
88 OKBRILOA 1111 W 22ND ST OAK BROOK 
89 OKBRILOA 2115 BUTTERFIELD RD OAK BROOK 
90 OKBRILOA 2809 BUTTERFIELD RD OAK BROOK 
91 PRRGILXL 36 S FAIRVIEW AVE PARK RIDGE 
92 PRRGILXL 8755 W HlGGlNS RD CHICAGO 
93 SCBGILRS 1299 E ALGONQUIN RD SCHAUMBURG 
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INDFX Ti l  SFIFI ls  

I TITLF I r a w  P R I ) I F ~  TI(LY( I I ~ I , Y ~  

d r m ~ m n r r , t w w  

FIBER OPTIC CONDUIT INSTALLATION 
1 3 6 E N E R X N O r E 9  CONNECTION TO 150 SOUTH WACKER DRIVE 

CHICAGO, ILLINOIS 
.~~ ..... ..... . -  

I P R O I L r l  PRO,,, E A , 
6 ~ r N D n R I > G < l V S l R l c  1 1 0 \ 1 1 1 1 a i u  

ENUNEER'S ESTWATE OF MATERIALS 

81 LINEAR FEET OF 4-4 '  PVC CONDUITS 
l.4'X4'X4' COMMUNICATIONS YANHOLE 

I h01, I 

L- I 



ICC Docket No. 03-0596 
2.1 Sparks Rebuttal Loop 

Attachment RLS-10 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



ICC Docket No. 03-0596 
2.1 Sparks Rebuttal Loop 

Attachment RLS-11 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



ICC Docket No. 03-0596 
2.1 Sparks Rebuttal Loop 

Attach rn e n t R LS- I 2 

INTEA’TIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



ICC Docket No. 03-0596 
2.1 Sparks Kebuttal Loop 

Attachment KLS-I3 

I NT E NT IO N A L LY LEFT BLA N K 



ICC Docket No. 03-0596 
2.1 Sparks Rebuttal Loop 

Attachment RLS-14 

INTENTIONALLY LEFT BLANK 



AT&T 
wholesale 
services 

Overview of Global Wholesale Markets 

ATeT 



AT&T 

We understand that the c~ r ren l  changes ~n the teletommunu30n~ industry worldwide present real 

concerns for you as a servie p m d c r  You n e 4  a%wraryw i%t ynur traffic wll no1 be disrupted by 

sudden and unforeseen urcurnndnces. or inhibitei by .emclw m c e  capabilrie+ Now, more than C M T  

you need a prmder wrth the necessary depm. DreddIh and expertelce in global wholesale 

Communications 10 reduce p u r  concerns about Wwcc <onrmiiw and help you gmw your business. In 

IhorL you want your bwsiners in "safe hands" 

ATET delwrs The sale of a world-class nerwrrk. Vlr scope to dengn customer-defined ralutms and the 

rioll of globally deployed pmfessondlr Our c ~ 1 1 0 - w  ,uopwr team prov~deS a n  irtegrated customer 

expenewe and lewrages mdunry knowledRe lo  t m ~ r e  I ~ P  vlnbtiity o i  your business AT&T combiner the 

%trenghr of boll. lradlflond produrn a id  I / '  for '-e *n~Ie(dle market We offer a cornprehenwe 

porliolio of wholeraleVoice. Data. and IP IEMC~I. 

We at AT&T would like you to knaw our cornIwment 10 me glo3ai wholesale market. Following 15 an 

~ntmductory overview of our s x w e s  



: !  

I 

I ,  

Our strong heritage as wet as financial heallh and iid~ilih cCer d compeutrw advantage: 

- Ar&T 18 a leading carrier of minutes w o r l ~ d e ,  lan5prlmg drd teminaung for trddmonal and eme%ng 

cxner% mobile nemrks  and lnlemel S?Mce h t k r \  

- A lim-class infrasiructure combined wim enabhshea mtematioml agreements enabler AT&T to C a m /  

rninules anyhere in *he world. 

. With our state-olthe-art technoion and our pvwr r f~ l  IP bxLbOw nerwork we offer an extenwe 

portfolio of comrnunicatmns rolutionr t id l  p m c x  wxld i l a s  c ~ d ~ t y  DreadLh reach. secunv and reIlablliV 

to businesses in the giobal wholesale mdrrel. 

. Our management options can rimolity c u s t o ~ e r ~  Icworking tasks impose predictable cost 

muctureS and enhance your experlisc AT&T g w s  you Ilcmulc management and access, inrludlng access 

redundancy options. 



AT&T 

Investing in Your Success 
In 2032 alone, AT&T invested appmxlmately $3W mllllon in global network erpanson and appmxlmateb 

$200 million in iGEMS. Annually.AT&T invests bdhonr or dollars in: 

* Our People . for ongong mining. tools and educauon 

- Our Rocerrer - for d e r  tools to increase elhcienrl and effediveness 

* OurTechnology ~ for zophisticaied e Sewring. serme management and monnonng tools 

Heritage of Innovation 
. OverloO years of experience in ~e mdunrv 

AT&T Labs breakthmughr for Over I10 years 

. Fire to enabllsh IO-g~gabt-per~rerond (OCl92) servkce c ~ a Q - l o ~ c O a S 1  In the lJ.5 

* Frst lo deploy OWDM with 1.6W sfllems 

Poweddl Far-Reaching Nehvot-k 
* Over 61.000 mute miles olfiber oprir rnbie 

45.000 miles carry longdstdnce traffir 

. 16,000 miles support l o d  service 

. Dia1.q Internet access in 850 cities. 59 countries 

. Connects over 230 C O U ~ V ~ ~ S  and t r r r i io i ie~ dtreitly or via ~1Ia:eral and alternate router 

. Partner in 300.000+ miles of underrcd fibcr-opoc c m l e  

400t correspondents and s~pplierr 

. h,O00+ nodes and ZW,OOO private line CIC~UIIS 

. AT&T Cdrrtes more comblned data. VOIC u &,id I I>~CI’ IC~ traffic inai any other carrier tn I Y  U.S.: 671 tnllion 
ofler (1er.mAes) nldata n d  130 mil1,on VOKD c d ! s  :nwr;lge day) Canadian NPAs to pcintr wltnln ih? 

mamiand United Stales. 

FW Information. ~onraact your ATKT 

Representative or visit www aitcomlwholerale. 



XO. Camer / Wholesale Product Ponfolio W.L. LoOD 
Aumrnnt W4 

XO' b m t t t e d  to w i n g  the need8 of emerging and 
establohed camm and service pruwdars such as 

E n n u  

HCLus 

XO N- Map 
c Competitwe ~ o c a l  Exchange Canmr (CLECI 

Internet Servce Provider (ISP) 
, Interexchange Camer (IXC) 
I Incumbent local Exchange Carrmr (ILEC] 
I EuiMing Local Exchange Carner (BLEC) 

Cable N Provider 
, Wireless Servlce Provider 

VOlP Setvice Provider 
Utility Telecm Diviswn 

Contact xo 
Carrier S a m  

Sales 

support 

Gu!  x;ii.Irx 

,- 
Thb commmem. combined wkh our financial strength and vast 
network. means you can rely on XO lo prwide the cmmunratlons 
soWons you need to stay mrnpetilws tcday ... and fulther down the 
mad. 

XO understands Ihal carrkrs and seMw providers need more than 
lust banbwldth to satisty their custmers. So a h g  with the 
generous bandwdlh capabilities we offer. ow 
- coupled wdh dedicated customer service and technical suppa7 . 
make It PmsibC tor you lo delwer what your cuJh)(ncps need. 

X&B 

'XCyEhr 
BB*pL 
UaLL 
wsmnl 
Is!&?&& W#h a 8 M W  that dlrscUy compels with Mpsa of the largest 

ielemmmunlcation8 sewce prwlders. XO WNGS carriers and 
sewice prWIdd(HII of variaus sir-. So no matter what yarr l ined 
bu inas .  o( produd or s&ca requlremsnts. XO c a n  handle a 
DW of ycur hat-... M as of it. we'll design a sobtion 
SPecdicBlly tor you, evaluallng and delivering exactly what you need 
at a w e  you can aftad. 

\- 

http:l/www.xo.comlproduct~camer/index. html 10130/2003 



XOTM Carrier Private Line 

0VSrvl.r  

XOm Cam31 m Lrm amhxa prw& hqh-speed dedmted 
pOM.IDgant ccnnecuvdy for mice. data and vldeo appllCalons. 
T ~ l y m n s m ~ n g  d non-swdched canrnunicstbns cimitll and 
the requred eqwpment Lo conned Pun or mora bcawm. Camer 

mnRguraaona XO Camer Pnvate Line 
%ale Line h w  bnghaul and local ccplita availabltl In B VanstV d 

* L e a  wu select from IntralATA IntaLATA and Inlerslale 
available m pmuwpoint M mumipoint contquratms 

r Achieves 100% network avallabllily wlth capaOlleS lrM1 US 
1 toOC n 

I Onm staled-lne an Self-healing fiber syslem for network 
recoven/ wdhin millisemds 

I Uses our extenswe inlerDty and that 
spans mora than 400 OW route miles to 50 cities nauonally 

, HNgh-capacQ bandwidth from DS-1 (1  5 Mbps) IO DS-3 (45 
Mbps) toOC-n 

, 100% nemak ava,labibly 
, SONET archdecture 
* Self-heahg fiber system 

PrOQCtwe 24x7 nelwoh managemenl and monilmng 
* Cuslomizw urculls between locations 
, Consolioaled voice and data bill 
z FleriOD lermS f r m  12 to 36 mrnlhs 

~r)f)np Dnd AraLleMIity 

Pncmg and avaiability lor XO Carrier Prwate Line SaNKe8 vanes 
F a  more mfwmalm please r n a M i l a M B r a a c a l l  XO Camer 
S e m s s  tolchee m a y  at 1.800.474.1763 

file://C:\DOCUME- I \GARY SM- I \LOCALS- I \Temp\SXZSMDOZ.htm I0/30/2003 



XO. Network 

XOTH Network 

Ovnmlp, 

XO" has a wealth d ne- 
aum inat ensure we can 
handle ywr anent needs 
and lhat we ra wI1 poutrnsd 
lo( the convergenca 01 v w  
ana da!a IP w m  XO ha8 
an OC-192 IP b m h e  with 
CC.12 upltr*r m our markek 
ana data centers. that means 
we have one of the htghesl 
capauty and ocalab(s IP 
baubom in the inuunry 
abng wllh the hqhusl Is~cls 
a( wrfonnsncs and reltabthy 
A M B  d w u m c l a u  tools 
inai faalitate me 
m u n i c a t w n  01 u t o m e r  
n h a u m  and mnllnuous 

IIBIWCXK monitonng re( tne XO 
newax apart tmm its mals 

I HlphcapautyOC- 
192 IP by*trorm 
DrWdWS s w e d  
capacity and flfuibillty 
today while allwing 
xo IO othr Yaw- 
lhal take mvantage of 
Mure IP Iechnobgcal 
ewhrllors 

. P8.Iing 
mfrasVYCNrm m lh. 
l n t M  witn mwe 
!han 1W ornate and 
Dubk oewrtg 
relalmshps XO 
prwides direct oaths 
10 a11 olner m a p  

PrWlders so lhat your 
Interne1 traftr travels 
wnn peak sped  

I DIclicmdlntunet 
ACC.LS and OSL 
accnss POP. m the 

"WCXk Service 

More Informalion 

XO Network A I  A Glance 

M3-192 backbone 

2300+ O n - n e W k  bulldmgs 

Five data centers and a 
24x7 netwax OpMaIwnS 
center 

~ O O - ~ I U S  DSL acceu plms 

Acce?u (0 mwe than 1W+ 
pesrmg pannen Mering 
dimcl accea to 85% of 
lnlcrnsl lraffk 

Tolal fiber: approximately 
1,158.WO miles 

34 NMel DMS-500 fwlches 
fcx local and bog arstance 
voice 

Sonus Networks 
sdtswitches for handling 
nen-generatun trafllc 

Fixed wireless licenses 
covenng 95% of the lop U.S. 
busmess mahek 

Contact XO 

srrr 
call lcMeel - - 
Call td-frsa 





xo 

TI,. I" "'"I pY.Ul..n n...: C." I01MO os1 O"lSn.7 

XO Communications Expands Its Network Presence 
Adding 12 New Markets To Address Growing 
Demand Across The U.S. C O n M  xo 



Wholesale 

Product Description 

QwestLlnk provides t a r r i e n  a cost-effective connection t o  the Qwest 
Macro CapacitvB Fiber Network. Direct local access t o  the Qwest network 
enables wholesale customers to maximize advanced comrnunicatlons 
services, including dedicated Internet access (DIA), asynchronous 
transfer mode (ATM), Frame relay. and dedicated private lines. 

QwestLlnk is building metropolitan area n e t w o r k  In 25 cities across the 
country (excluding Qwest and BellSouth regions). From these networks, 
QwestLmk wi l l  build Fiber directly to customer premises. QwestLink will 
also be responsible for Overall procurement and management of access 
Services f rom ILECs, CLECs, and DLECs. 
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